Dut by their diversity of purpose, at times pitting the interests of program delivery against those of research and knowledge development.
The imposition of two consecutive time limits also constrained the Implementation of YEDPA programs and research. The first, imposed by the legislation itself, required that YEDPA be sufficiently operational within l year of passage to warrant congressional reauthorization; and the second, imposed by the executive office, required that within 2 years the results of YEDPA program research be adequate to inform the Vice President's Task Force on Youth Employment for its subsequent report to Congress. These limits put tremendous pressure on the national Office of the Department of Labor to get both the programs and the research under way immediately and foreshortened the time available for careful planning of either the programs or the research on their effects.
The third major factor constraining YEDPA was one that overrides YEDPA itself, and of which, in fact, YEDPA is a prime example:  the tremendous fluctuations from one administration to the next, and often from one fiscal year to the next, in employment and training policy, regulations, and most importantly, funding levels. This instability, perhaps more than any other factor, undermined the employment and training System, particularly at the local level, where in response to such changes adjustments in all aspects of program operations ultimately have to be made. Such fluctuations precluded a more stable and orderly development and institutionalization of the youth employment system. Given the instability of the employment and training system, together with the implementation requirements of YEDPA, it was somewhat unreal-istic to expect that within 3 years these programs would be fully operational and ready to prove their effectiveness.
CONCLUSION; The YEDPA legislation created a program that combined too short a time schedule with too many different program elements and objectives. The demand to quickly implement the füll ränge of elements impaired the quality of many of the programs. In addition, the pressure to pbtain a wide ränge of research results on those programs within a short time compounded the Problem and resulted, in many cases, in poor research on hastily constructed programs.  It may be that the lack of proven effectiveness of many programs is due äs much to the instability of the system äs to the inherent nature of the programs.
National Office Management of YEDPA
The tasks of designing and implementing YEDPA programs and research activities strained the capacity of DOL's Office of Youth Programs (OYP) given its very small staff and limited research capability.  In response to these demands OYP created a system of indirect management, delegating substantial responsibility for the design, implementation, management, and evaluation of major YEDPA demonstration programs to private nonprofit intermediary organizations.  In addition OYP extended

